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Report To The Administrator
Agency For International Development

Food Conservation Should Receive Greater
Attention In AID Agrlcultural Ass:stance
Policies And Programs

Developing countries lose billions of dollars of
food annually throughout the storage, distri-
bution, and marketing process. GAQO assessed
Agency for International Development poli-
cies for helping developing countr es reduce
losses. It reviewed specific projects in the Phi-
lippines and Senegal and also considered
reported results of projects in Panama.The
Agency needs to

--promote host government policies that
provide incentives for post-harvest food
conservation,

--emphasize food conservation in its agri-
cultural policies and prepare project guid-
ance,

--develop a research strategy including
more specific guidance and criteria for

~ existing university cooperation agree-
ments,

‘--promote a sound post-harvest storage
program in Senegal, and

--address the apparent inefficiencies in a
recently constructed $1.4 million food
processing center in the Philippines.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFF ICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

INTERNATIONAL DIVISION

B-207383

- The Honorable M. Peter McPherson
Administrator, Agency for Internatlonal

Development

‘Dear Mr..MCPhersdn:

This repOrt'd13cusses the need for the Agency for Inter—
national Development to give food conservation greater attention
in agr1cultural assistance policies and programs.

The report contains recommendations to you on pages 12, 17,
32, and 36. As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to submit

a written statement on actions taken on our recommendations to the -

House Committee on Government Operatlons and the Sendte Conmlttee

- on Governmental Affairs not later than 60 days after the date of

the report and to the House and Senate Committees on Approprl—

ations with the agency's first request for approprlatlons made

more than 60 days after the date of the report.

We are sending coples of thls report to the Dlrector,‘Offlce
of Management and Budget, and to approprlate congre551ona1 commlt—

- tees.

l

Slncerely yours,

Yh CCrihee

Frank C. Conahan
Director
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'GENERAL ACCOUNTING'OFEICE"  FOOD CONSERVATION SHOULD RECEIVE -

REPORT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR,i_ YGREATER ATTENTION IN AID B
-‘AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL o _AGRICULTURAL ASSISTANCE POLICIES

DEVELOPMENT . : J“lvaND PROGRAMS

Ineff1c1ent agrlcultural systems cost’ develop-

ing countries billions ‘of dollars annually in

lost food. In 1976, GAO recommended that the
Agency for International Development (AID) give =
- more attention to the storage, d1str1but10n, T
and marketing systems in these countries. In =~ .
December 1979, the Congress urged AID to pro-" ;
vide proportlonally more of 1ts funds to reduce"
ing food- losses. S

GAO conducted thls rev1ew to determ1ne the L
actions AID has taken and. should take to reducef
food losses. GAO examined agrlcultural poli=
cies and guidelines, reviewed projects in
Senegal and the Philippines, and considered -
reported reSults,of one project in Panama. .

GAO found that food conservatlon is a challeng-,j
ing area of development requ1r1ng strong com—’l‘
mitment by both AID and host’ countries. This
‘commitment requ1res that AID work, closely w1th,,f
host countrles in deallng w1th problems wh1ch -
limit performance of current prOJects.w AID '
should also provide 1ncent1ves to reduce. future’
losses. AID should 1n1t1ate stronger programs g
through 1ts m1ss1ons. . ‘ ‘ S

By adoptlng policies which foster con51derat1on
of post-harvest storage, handling,’ processing
and marketing in conjunctlon with. productlon
projects, and by providing’ guldance to the ,
overseas m1ss1ons for developlng specific proj-
ects, AID can more successfully realize the
potential for increasing food avallablllty '
through fo6d conservation as well as produc—
tion.

SENEGAL

--Twenty—three government—co rolled.
facilities were constructed at a cost of Sl
$11 million ($4.9 million 2ID). These facili-
ties largely have been unused and their. .poten-
tial use in the future is uncertain because of
government financial and management problems.
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‘

They were: des1gned to enable the government toyy.

build a grain buffer stock, stimulate  produc-
.vtlon,,and save $2.5 million annually by. reduc-
- ing storage losses. The warehouses were
expected to be f1lled with domestic grain by

1980. Despite the unused capacity and plans of

the government to encourage greater private-

sector development, other donors. are promotlng_,

constructlon of addltlonal public sector A
storage... Many officials believe. that Senegal'

storage: needs ‘are at the cooperatlve and small-g:

farm level.‘ (See p. 9 )

RECOMMENDATION

‘AID should help Senegal, in coordlnatlon w1th
- other donors, develop storage programs that ‘
-make the best use of:existing facilities and.

give 1ncrea31ng recognltlon to storage needs at'

the c00perat1ve and small- farm level.,”

THE PHILIPPINES

The $12-m11110n Integrated Agr1cultural Pro-
duction and Marketing PrOJect in the |
Ph111pp1nes was. des1gned to 1mprove the’ produc-

tivity and income of small farmers. = Success '
has been very 11m1ted in overcomlng bas1c post—*

harvest, problems wh1ch provided the framework -

for prOJect approval. Inadequate farm storage -

and drying capac1ty forces small farmers to’
sell thelr rice durlng low prlce perlods to
avoid excess1ve losses. ngher prices. are;
available for better quality rice, but the
farmers cannot. afford the necessary dry1ng and
threshlng technology.,- : 4

The largest prOJect component was a $l 4 mil-
lion food and feed grain process1ng center at
Central Luzon State Un1vers1ty. Questions
remain unanswered regardlng the" potential: for"
efficient use of the plant s capac1ty._ (See K
P. 14.)

Other problems have been experienced ' in

Ivdeveloplng cost- effect1ve equlpment for small :--

farmers. Exten31on ‘programs. and: 1nputs for
1mproved productlon and conservatlon technolo—
gies have rarely reached the farmers in remote
areas. For’ example, AID and. the Internatlonal
Rice Research Instltute developed rlce :
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threshers .and . dryers, but they were too expen—_,l
sive for. 1nd1v1dual small ‘farmers. -, Strong
cooperative efforts are requ1red to econom;-
cally justify thelr use.; (See Pp. 15. ) ‘

RECOMMENDATION

In conjunctlon w1th the Phlllpplne Government's'hg
AID should, develop and 1mplement a plan for’

'eff1c1ent use of ‘the food process1ng plant at
Central Luzon ‘State Un1vers1ty.;k:, ; ;

RECIPIENT GOVERNMENT INSTITUTIONS -AND ",

PRICING POLICIES CONTRIBUTE 70 LIMITED succEss

Weaknesses 1n government—controlled marketlng;¢7mﬁ
institutions and price pollc1es contr1buted to
minimal .use of AID—flnanced fac1l1t1es in: Sene—,

~gal and.to delays and fa1lure to. achleve prog—,

ect object1ves in Panama.l Other pr03ects 1n
Senegal were also 1mpa1red by ‘the 11m1ted
capablllty of .the national marketlng agency

.which was dlssolved in. 1980 by  the government;“vvw

Government pr1c1ng pollc1es prov1ded 1nadequate
incentives in Panama, the Philippines, and ... .. .
Senegal for greater food conservation effo;ts.fhu-
Promoting private-sector development has been
suggested as one alternative to:.public- sector Ay
dominated marketing systems, but practical ways'
to do so in the economic and polltlcal environ-
ments of developing. countrles have not been
defined. (See pp. 20 through 24 ) e

CONCLUSION

VAID S - agrlcultural a5515

GAO belleves AID and other U S. agenc1es'need

to encourage developlng country pollc1es and .
institutions which minimize deterrents to pro-
ducing and conserving -food: and provide .adequate .. -
incentives for . adoptlng post -harvest loss con-
trol technologies. . . o 3

FOOD CONSERVATION EFFORTS CAN BE ENHANCED
THROUGH POLICY EMPHASIS AND PROJECT GUIDANCE

tradltlonal emphasis on: productlon%fdoes ‘no
encourage greater attention: to post-harvest -
problems; it views food production and food
conservation as competlng rather than comple-
mentlng functions; and it essentially stresses

storage programs as the basic technology for
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reducihg'losses.' Some off1c1als of " AID and

other organlzatlons advocate an’ apprOach that
recognizes all elements in the food ‘chain: from
producer to consumer.,  (See p. 28 ) ’ o o

Missions have not been prov1ded pollcy guidance
on designing and carrying out food-loss reduc-
tion" prOJects., Such guldance should prov1de a L"
better basis” foroverall" mlss1on plannlng ‘and ”®
assistin ‘designing’ prOJects with, goals subject
to pract1cal measurement. (See p. 30 ) s

0y

RECOMMENDATION

--AID should change its agrlcultural pol1cy to
recognize food produ”tlon and food conserV‘?ﬂ no
as complementlng ‘rather- than’competlng ‘fune- " ¢
tions and: art1culate productlon policy in such ,

a way -as’ not ‘to 1nh1b1t ‘consideration of food v
conservation measures, requlre the m1ss1ons ‘to S
address postharvest problems in- thelr country
.development strategles or if more approprlate,;.!~
in their: agrlcultural sector assessments' ‘and
provide . guldance to its missions .in . des1gn1ng
loss-reduction projects, including setting '
goals that are more subjecth o;verlf cat1on.j

~ BETTER MANAGEMENT OF: RESEARCH‘?‘>, L
'CTIVITIES TS NEEDED. g‘,:g;f*yﬂ“””

‘AID has not prepared a strategy or plan for ,
directing its post-harveést research act1v1t1es"'
or -for setting funding limits, and it does not
know how much it spends for such researchy "
This - 1nformatlon appears to be essentlal to _
manage long- term. research act1v1t1es. (See .-
PpPs 34 through 36 ) P S Rl At T

Research under un1vers1ty cooperat1ve agree-:wf*uf
ments Has been cited as one of i ‘the major . .-
efforts in support of a U.N. goal of reducing
post-harvest food losses. However, the. agree-
ments do not- prov1de adequate- cr1ter1a for
selecting research projects ‘and for ’ :
d1st1ngu1sh1ng between research and_technlcal
a351stance nor: requare IPLON £

been ralsed whether some research is cons1stent
with development ass1stance objectlves. R
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RECOMMENDATIONS

AID should develop a post-harvest research
strategy which includes priorities, scope of
activities, and an appropriate emphasis on
identification and use or adaptation of exist-
ing technologies; and amend the university
cooperative agreements to clearly establish

« what research is to be conducted and the amount
of money to be spent.

' AGENCY COMMENTS

GAO obtained oral comments on this report from
AID officials. There was general agreement -
that the reduction of post-harvest food losses
can prov1de increased availability of food for
the growing numbers of malnourished in the
Third World. It was believed that GAO's report
will help focus the awareness of AID policy .
makers and development specialists on the
importance of food conservation. It was stated
that GAO had correctly identified many impor-
tant post-harvest issues still requiring
resolution in terms of policy, guidance to the
missions, research and development strategy.
'Resolution of these issues can enhance AID's
‘ability to more dlrectly improve the well-being.
~of the world's poor majority. :

AID officials indicated that the report gave too

much attention to research relative to other .

- food conservation requirements. They suggested
that program emphasis should be on adapting
ex1st1ng technologies rather than greatly
increasing research efforts. GAO's report
essentially discusses management of post-
harvest research activities, including the need
to better identify such activities. AID's
suggestlon on adapting research technologies is
in harmony with expressions of other donors and
GAO's recommendation.

AID officials generally agreed with GAO's

recommendations. Their more detailed com-
ments are incorporated in the report.
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CHPPTER 1 -

v INTRODUCTION

~. *Food losses after harvest have been estlmated +0
exceed all bilateral food ald to developlng coun-

tries ‘each vear. ,
‘-—Agenqy,for Internat1ona1 Development.‘

'Post harvest food losses of 30 percent requ1re
off—settlng production increases. of 50 percent.
,-—Internatlonal Development Research Center.'w*

'When the consequences of food losses are measured

“in“terms of ‘human suffering .and: economic cost;,
“they: represent -an* international challenge that
merits priority attentioni o-iend ‘ C
——Natlonal Academy of Sc1ences.

Food availability remains a principal concern of most people"
in developing countries.: - Tradltlonally, development emphasis had
been placed on the opportunities’ for: 1ncrea51ng food productlon,
however, many authorities now believe’it is advisable: to devote
more:attention to other opportunities for improving the food
situvation--one of the most important being the need to’ better con-
serve food-+specifically, to- reduce 'substantially the losses of
food after harvest. Millions of tons of food valued at b1lllons"’
of dollars are estlmated to be lost each year in developlng coun—
tr1es. : o

Post= harvest food losses which may’ occur between harvest,g
consumption, or.other use include loss of we1ght,‘nutr1t1onal o
value, 'economic value; quallty, or acceptab111ty. These losses
nay occur in-many 'ways, such as chemlcal change, mold -and ‘infes- .
tation by insects and rodents. : : . SRR

Estimates of food losses are affected by the 1nherent vari-
ab111ty of losses, ‘the nature of specific commodities and condi-
tions, the many cultural and economic factors which may interrupt
the flow of food from producers to consumers, and the lack of o
proven methodologies ‘for making estlmates.* Various organlzat1ons
have made/statements about food losses. For example, the Natlonal
Academy of Sciences estimates that- cereal ‘grains and legumes ,
(10 percent) and perishables and fish (20 ‘percent) are lost. The'

Food and Agriculture 0rgan1zat1on of the United Natlons (FAO) estl-

mates that corn (14-20 percent in Latin Amer1ca-~9 29fpercen
Afrlca) and durable commodltles ((6=14 percent: in:the Near: East)

also suffer losses. Accordlng to the Presidential Mission on Agri-.

cultural. Development in Central Amerlca and the Car1bbean, 40 per-
cent - of all food 1n the Carlbbean Bas1n 1s lost,

[ 1id & AR
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Food losses, combined with: population grOWth from‘about
4 billion now to an estimated '6°billion“or more by the year 2000,
show 'a v1tal need for measures to reduce the loss of food durlng
and after harvest" ‘along ‘with measures to increase food productlon.
Loss of food reduces ‘already’ 1nadequate supplles.ﬂ Further, in the
absence of g¢ffective conservation ‘measures, losses. will: likely
increase progress1vely as production 1ncreases to meet the food
-needs of the 1ncrea51ng populatlon.

- We reported in 1976 l/ that nelther the Agency for Inter—'
nat1onal Development (AID) nor ‘other- forelgn assistance -donors had
adequately ‘emphasized reducing "food ‘loss after harvést as a com-
plement to food:: productlon programs. - In’ ‘a-1978 follow-up ‘report,
the AID Inspector General ‘concluded that AID%s worldw1de efforts -
to reduce post harvest losses® needed better focus 1f our: recommen—
;dat1ons were to be 1mplemented properly S p

The Senate Committee on Forelgn Relatlons has expressed con-'
cern for a number of years about the low priority AID has g1ven to
reduc1ng post harvest food losses. Thls concern culmlnated 1n
natlonal Securlty and Development Cooperatlon Act of 1980 whlch
expresses
‘reaffirm. support of the 1975 U.N. Declaration to reduce post—»
harvest ' food losses in “developing countrles by 50 percent and.

. (2) AID: provide a substantlally greater proportlon of 1ts funds tor

reduc1ng@ 0st harvest food losses. g

OVERVIEW OF AID ASSISTANCE

In congress1ona1 testlmony, AID acknowledged that its efforts

to reduce post- harvest ‘food losses have not kept- pace; with the -
apparent severity of the: problem and’ th1s is apparent from avail-
able information on the extent of 1ts food conservation:. efforts.

AID 'has neithér a specific food- loss reductlon pollcy nor spec1f1c;

criteria for program support."

'Funds devoted to post harvest loss reductlon programs cannot
be readlly ‘ascertained because such activities are not specifi- .
cally identified-and categorlzed, espec1ally for components.of -
larger agricultural projects which the missions .carry out. : AID

has estimated that $14.7 million (2.1 percent) of its $700 mllllon'

for agriculture, nutrition, and rural development programs. for.
1982 are allocated for market1ng ‘and storage programs. Other.

funds have been allocated from the Economlc‘support Fund to solv- -

,1ng post harvestmproblem

f;@aused‘By*StOrage,;

1/"Hungry Nations Need T' { _
, ' 197€.)

Spillage, and Sp01lage;'”

he sense of the Congress that- (1) the- United: States ﬁww~
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Mission storage and marketlng programs. have a variety of
object1ves, such as improving government grain storage programs,
bulldlng farm storage for small farmers, helplng small farmers
move beyond subsistence farming, and improving perishables mar-
keting. Several Bureau for Science and Technology technical
assistance and research programs support these mission efforts.

) Kansas State Un1vers1ty and AID have worked together ‘since
1967 to address grain post-harvest problems. Under the current
agreement, Improvement of Post-Harvest Grain Systems which was
initiated in 1980, the university conducts basic and developmental
research to reduce post ~harvest food losses; provides information,
consultants, and tralnlng to part1c1pat1ng countries; and coop-
erates with the University of Costa Rica on research and a student
and 1nformatlon exchange program. The current 5-year cooperatlve
agreement with the university outlines a total $5.6 million in AID
grant funding between September 1980 and September 1985, although
AID officials believe that fiscal constraints may reduce the total
fundlng avallable.. L :

, The Unlvers1ty of Idaho established the Post-Harvest Insti-
‘tute for Perishables under a 1980 project on Technical Assistance
in Storage, Marketing, and Process1ng of Fruits and Vegetables.
The, institute plans to supply technical ass1stance, training, and
information to reduce and prevent losses of roots, frults,‘tubers,
Vegetables, spices, and nuts. Beginning in fiscal year 1980, AID
will provide an estimated $2.2 million to the University of Idaho
over a 5-year period for the ‘perishables project. AID officials
note that revised budget estimates indicate a reduction 1n the
total 5-year funding. !

In 1976, AID, the Canadian International Development Research
Center, and the Canadian International Development Agency,
“initiated the Southeast Asia Cooperative Post-Harvest. Research and
Development Program; the Australian Development Assistance Agency
recently joined the program. The objectives are to help increase
the availability of food grains (particularly rice) in the
Philippines, Indone51a, Malaysia, Thailand, and Singapore, -through
1mproved post- ~harvest technology. 'The program was established to

be a catalyst in the region by supportlng and encouraging coopera- .

tion and coordination among development agencies. As part of its
cooperative agreement with AID, Kansas.State University provides
administrative support for the program and funds the salary and
support for one member of the program team.

Earlier work that AID supported--and was carrled out by the .

“League “for ‘Interndtional’ Food Education: ‘and’ ‘the ‘American Associa-

tion of Ceréal Chémists--resulted in a method to assess post-
harvest grain losses. This method has yet to be proven and
accepted, however. A new prOJect-—Farm Level Post-Harvest Grain
Losses-—ls being de51gned to apply the method in three developlng




countries and to assist these countrles ‘in settlng nat1onal prlor—
ities and in de51gn1ng programs to decrease graln losses through-
out the graln marketlng system. o : . T Do

An AID/Natlonal Academy of- Sc1ences contract 1n October 1976
was drawn up to determine world food losses and to recommend

approprlate methods. of intervention. .. The Academy recommended in -

May 1978, that AID substantlally strengthen its activities to
reduce post- harvest food losses and outllned a broad series of ‘
programs for. con51derat1on. The AID/Academy study led to the:
establ1shment of .the Unlver51ty of ‘Idaho.programi,. as well as the:
establlshment of two post harvest document sharlng operatlons.,,"

In addltlon to the AID programs,vthe Unlted States part1c1—"t
pates in mult1lateral organizations: that-have act1v1t1es which are

related: to” reduc1ng post-harvest: food: losses.jjThe primary multl-
lateral organizations include FAO, ‘the World Bank, the Inter-- _
American Development Bank (IDB), and the Asian Development Bank
(ADB). FAO is the only multilateral organization with a spec1f1c
post-harvest food:loss program: In January 1978, FAO began its
program.‘ Its prOJects are requlred to meet very spe01flc criteria
in terms of host- government support,‘appl1cat1on of small- scale
and repllcable technologies, and to demonstrate impact. As of
'September 1981, approximately. 60 ‘projects.in 55 countries had beén
arproved for . fundlng, totallng about $13 m1lllon 1n obllgatlons._
The multilateral banks do not have specific programs relating to
reduction.of . “food losses, but numerous prOJects include loss"
reduction’ objectlves, such as 1mproved process1ng, marketlng, and

storage.»

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

Our: objectlves were to determlne what actlons the United’
States has taken or should take to reduce food losses as: part of
its agricultural programs. We examined the adequacy of AID agri-
cultural assistance policies as they relate to post- -harvest loss
problems and the extent to which a. well-focused program has been
developed to ‘consider food conservation as a complement to food
productlon. 'We selected certain prOJects in developlng countrles-
to review how well they were. achieving their stated post-harvest
objectives and to determine what lessons could be applled to.
future projects and policy formulation. .In performing our review,
we adhered to the Comptroller General "Standards for Audit of Gov-
ernmental Organlzatlons, Programs, Act1v1t1es, and Functlons.

o 7, d;records and ana:int g at
AID; at the Departments of State ‘and Agriculture; and’at"the B
Department of the Treasury. We also held discussions with offi-
cials of FAO and the U.S. Mission to FAO 1in Rome; ‘ADB 'in Manlla,,
IDB and the World Rank in Washimgten, B.C.; the Internatlonal Rice
Research Institute in Los Ranes, the Philippines; the Tropical

Products Institute in London, England; and the Governments of the
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Ph111pp1nes and Senegal. We also held discussions with Thalland s
representatlve to the southeast As1a Cooperative’ Post-Harvest_
Research and Development Program. ‘Our discussions focused on per-
ceptions of the ‘post-harvest foéod’ losseS°'pollc1es, strategles, '
and assistance trends"problems in- carrylng out assistance proj-
ects and potentlal solutlons, merits of ‘giving food conservation -
programs a hlgher prlorlty for ‘agricultural as51stance° and poss1—”
ble courses of actlon for future a551stance.u'

In Senegal, we rev1ewed the host- government controlled graln o
storage project (which AID partlally'flnanced at 'a cost of" S
$4.9 million), and the small farmer storage component of the
$4.7 million Cereals Productlon I Pro;ect.: The 1978 AID- Inspector
General report noted, ‘that in cenegal off -farm graln post har nAT
loss ratés were- abou S*to 35 percent largely due to ‘the
suff1c1ent storage andjthe 1mproper treatment of stored food
report also noted that these grain’ storage prOJects represe
AID efforts to address ‘the problem. ‘The .AID ‘long=range ‘goal ;
help the country ‘attain food self<sufficiehcy, defined as achiev=/""
ing the country's capac1ty to feed its people through effective
productlon, storage, and trade programs.j We analyzed ‘both’ gOVern-
ment and farm storage pro;ects. We also made 51te visits to ‘the

_prOJects and- dlscussed the country s long term storage needs w1th
officials of the AID m1ss1on, the host government, and other s
donors..y ' : e

In the Phlllpplnes, we rev1ewed the AID $12—m11110n Inte-"“
grated Agrlcultural Productlon and - Marketlng PrOJect and 'AID: .
part1c1pat10n in ‘the multldonor Southeast Asia Cooperatlve ‘Post~. E
Harvest Research and Development Program. The Philippines post—’””
harvest problems have occurred as production substantially "
increased. . The country has now attained basic self-suff1c1ency
in rice, but is still looklng to solve its dlstrlbutlon and mar-
keting problems and related factors contr1but1ng to- contlnued k
poverty in the agr1cultural sector. We made site visits to' the 55'
projects and discussed the country's post<harvest situation with'
officials of the AID mission, the host government, and other
donors.,

Through discussions and review of documents available in
Washington, as well as a recent Kansas State University report on
the project, we considered the reported results of the $6.2 mil-
lion Grains and Perishables Marketing System project in Panama.

" This project originally envisioned major 1mprovements in Panama's
post-harvest food system and reductions in grain and perishables
losses. Program objectlves in Panama included constructing: stor—
age and.dock facilities,- purcha51ng transportatlon equlpment ‘and-
related activities to provide producers greater access to- markets,
ensuring consumers fair prices, and reducing food deterioration
and spoilage.
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We attended the July 1981 Consultatlve Meetlng on Post—“
Barvest Losses in the Carlbbean whlch 1ncluded representatlves
from FAO the ‘World Bank AID, Ransas State dnlver51ty, the Unl-
vers1ty of Idaho,‘numerous other bllateral and regional organlza-
tlons,hand most Carlbbean countrles._ Th1s meetlng prov1ded an
added. d1mens1on to.our other overseas. work and had spec1al 31gn1—
ficance in view of the 1980 Pres1dent1al Commlss1on Report on
Agricultural Development in ‘Central América and the Caribbean
which. concluded. that post-= -harvest losses are one of the most serl-
ous economic problems in the Carlbbean Ba51n.ff;;,

techn1cal as31stance prlmarlly on cereal grain storage_*

Wlldllfe”Research Center, whlch was“involved in a 'pre- ~harvest
pest control progect in.the Ph111pp1nes and is now con51der1ng a
prOJect to study pest control in the post harvest system.;;j

We obtalned AID's ‘oral comments on thlS report.‘ ‘The comments*

were prov1ded by officials of ‘the Bureaus for ‘Science and’ Tech—“
nology, Program and Pollcy Coordlnatlon, and Afrlca._ In thelr '

overall comments, Agency officials said thetre s general agreement“

that reduction of post -harvest food losses can increase the food
available for growing numbers of malnourished people. Our report,
they believed, will help focus AID's attention on the 1mportance

of the problen., Many . 1mportant 1issues requ1re resolutlon 1n terms

of pollcy, guldance to missions, research and development
strategy. . AID's resolution of these issues w1ll enhance its
ability" to 1mprove the well belng of the world s poor majorlty.

We also obtalned the V1ews of Kansas State Un1vers1ty on
this report., In their overall comments,‘unlver31ty officials o

supported our recommendations. Their more detailed comments are o

1ncorpqrated,[as‘approprlate, 1n Chapters 2 and 5. ;

Weﬁvls1ted Kansas State Unlverslty, wh1ch for manv years has d

cob. i’ the Unlver51ty of Idaho, which récently established ‘the ™
Dufunded Post Harvest Instltute for Perlshables-‘andgthe Denver‘;
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UNTHRESHED MILLET STACKED IN A SENEGAL FIELD. OCTOBER 1981. (PHOTO BY GAO
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CHAPTEP 2

‘rFOOD CONSEPVATION PROJFCTQ NFEDGl

BETTER MANAGEMENT

If. AID s efforts to reduce post—harvest losses are. expected
to keep pace W1th the apparent severlty of the: problem, better_

’in reduc1ng food lossés, and makes pro:ect and country—’

”spec1fic recommendatlons. The remalnlng chapters contaln our
: By

‘throuzh food on'ervatlon.,*‘wwlf

TSUBSTPNTIAL PROGRESS HAS YET TO BE f”
DEMONSTRATED IN REDUCING FOOD LOSSES

The progects we rev1ewed 1llustrate the complex1t1es of post—
harvest food-loss problems and the need for better- ~managed pro-
grams. Complexities involve limited.AID-mission and host=country
management and financial capabllltles,‘dlfflcultles in estimating
the magn1tude of food- loss problems and identifying where- losses
occur in the food chain; and--perhaps the most complex--helping
small farmers (a basic tenet of agricultural assistance) partici-
pate in rural marketing systems. . Little progress has been demon-
strated in achieving project objectlves of : - _

‘,7--reduc1ng grain storage losses in Senegal from 30 to 5 per-
= cent°‘ SR : o T ;

:-—redu01ng per1shables losses in Panama by 50 percent and
gra1n losses substantlally,. R iy

A f‘-—resolv1ng post harvest 1neff1c1enc1es in the Ph111pp1nes,
. by reduc1ng by 10 percent those. major crop losses whlch
i occur from producer to consumer, and T

: -—benef1t1ng small farmers .in Senegal by operatlng government
millet storage programs, building model grain storage.
facilities for farm-use.and. establlshlng .a revolv1ng credlt
fund, as well as strengthening the prosition of small . .
farmers in the Ph111pp1nes by: systematlcall ddressing.:

Qoug b ; o
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Senegal

qtorage fac1llt1es costlng Sll mllllon, 1nclud1ng $4 9 mil-
lion in AID financing, have been used only sparingly to store
grain. .These 23 ‘government-controlled grain storage facilities
were part of an overall plan ‘to. (1) improve grain storage prac=
tices which, in ‘the mld-1970s, contrlbuted to . substantial grain
losses and (2)° st1mulate additional grain productlon through '
revised government pr1c1ng pollcles.’ Project planners believed
that' the warehouses would be ‘full of domestically produced grain’
by 1980 *thereby sa”ing the government $2.5 million, annually, by
1 yand: prov1d1ng a buffer stock for times of

w1th the current;pHOJect'manager.

Accordlng to the current prOJect manager, graln had not been
' stored in ‘the warehouses during 1981 because (1) the government s
marketing board was dissolved due to mismanagement ‘and corruption
and (2) the government's financial resources are so limited that
it cannot buy the quantities of grain planned in the project
de31gn.' Discussions with Mission and Senegal officials raised
. serious questions about whether the government can. effectlvely;use

the warehouses..

World Bank officials'COnCUrred with Our obse v*

off1c1als. They also belleve that the (l.;government graln pric-
1ng pollcy is: 1nadeqi e 'to” encourage prlvate—sector part1c1patlon
in:inational storage’ programs .and '(2) improper ‘management of ex1st-
ing - government warehouses contrlbutes to s1gn1f1cant losses of
food. R i ; : TR

Current graln warehouse capac1ty exceeds the Senegal govern—
ment purchas1ng and management capablllty, yet other donors are
promotlng ‘the: constructlon of ‘additional storage fac111t1es.

: Informatlon developed 1n Senegal from government off1c1als and

|
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SIX WEST GERMAN WAREHOUSES AT THIES SENEGAL THESE 1000-TON FACILITIES
WERE ALSO EMPTY. OCTOBER 1981. (PHOTO BY GAO STAFF)
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-—the government has warehouses to store about 75,000 tons. of
grain, but in 1981 it had the financial capablllty to pur-
chase only about 30,000 tons of graln agalnst its 70, 000-
ton target and o : .

':'-—West Germany and France were elther in. the process of :
‘building .or were considering building add1t10nal fac111t1es
to store from 25 000 to 35 000 tons. of graln. ST

g In addltlon, FAO, as part of 1ts 1979 Plan of Actlon on,World
Food Security, proposed the construction of warehouses in the..
Sahel to store 270,000 tons of grain, including 17,500 tons in
Senegal. A 1980 FAC feasibility study for its proposed foogd:
security system concluded:that: the system would contribute .to. the:
role:of national: market1ng boards in. agrlcultural development ,“
it could reduce: grain losses. A Senegal mission analy31s of he
FAO . proposal ralsed the follow1ng p01nts." R ‘ y

--A strong case can be made for the technlcal feas1b111ty of
-an Afr1can food. security: ‘zone; -however, the Senegal experl-

ence -of prlor years illustrates some. problems which- would
be faced in- relylng on- nat1onal marketlng boards.;a e

~--The Senegal Government tr1ed to establlsh a buffer food-;rv
stock, - but_encountered_numerous ‘problens,: Farmers and con~
sumers complained that pricing policies were unfair and .
-numerous difficulties were encountered:in establlsh1ng good
storage: management practices and in maintaining grain
quality.

--Buffer stock operations in effect created a situation where
- the Senegal private market ‘could not function :well and the
government. continued to lose its credibility because of the
. State Marketlng Board 8 poor management..nv. DT

-—The politics of food reserve creat1on and management must

- be.recognized as: belng very difficult and something which
.donors have. to more: fully understand before dec151ons for
action are. made.~ L

Various donors, as well as FAO off1c1als, have cr1t1c1zed the
FAO food security plan. AID officials believe the proposal is too
grandiose and questioned how effectively the Sahelian countries
would manage the system. Other donor agencies, such as the World
Pank and the International Development Research Center, questioned
the need for, and cost effectiveness of, additional central. storage
space .in. the. qahel. They 2lso-sadd: thatfex1st1ng SeCULTEy st
systems have not been particularly effective in protecting stored
grain.. . In fact, scme officials.suggested tht such storage facili-
ties are so- 1neff1c1ently operated'that they constitute major
sources of food losses there. Wi hln the Senegalese government

11
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agenc1es, we ‘also .found: con51derable oppos1t10n to government
graln storage programs“fw«m.,l ‘ . IR S I

s

P

In Senegal, the sentlment was very strong among of£1c1al: of
the AID mlss1on, the Senegal Government and the donor’ communlty,
that storage- programs should be ‘directed at:farms, villages, and
cooperatlves. A Senegal Government representatlve saidithdt the
major problem in:Senegal's coopérative. §ystem: continues: to:be
1nadequate storage——whlch forces many cooperatives to store grain
in the . open, subjectlng itvto. 1nsect 1nfestat10n and sp01lage from
the reglon s excess1ve heat.“ B I A I AN A el

‘ The storage 51los 1n1t1ally de31gned
for small farms proved to be too expen51ve and. unsu1table ‘for ‘the'
climate, Subseguent storage bin designs were less expensive and
technically: adequate, but required:mechanical threshers which were
largely unavailable and too: expens1ve for-the farmers.without a
well’supported cooperative programi::The revolv1ng credit: fund--
crucial to small farmers in purcha81ng equlpment, ‘such~as -
threshers and materials for building grain storage bins--was
neveri.established, ‘primarily becausée of the: “government's - “financial
problems and the dissolution of ithe:national: market board:which
was to: operate the: fund. - The" Cereals Production: I progect does
not: 1nclude post-harvést: 1mprovements ‘envisioned in the initial
prOJect due to the breakup ‘of the national: marketlngk gency.

RECOMMENDATIONS

: We recommend that the Admlnlstrator, AID-—1n conjunctlon with
the Senegal Government and other:donors;: as” approprlate”-assess
Senegal's long-term storage. requlrements at: government and farm
levels. ThlS assessment should con51der the

;
AR

—-feas1b111ty of 1mprov1ng Senegal 8 capablllty to manage its
existing: storage fac111t1es,k1nclud1ng those- finanded by
AID—-effectlve management may involve' maklng»them avallable

to the prlvate sector-

--need for and practlcallty of addltlonal natlonal level
fac111t1es such as are-now: 1n process and belng con51dered~,
and “, a; = w_v_fﬂ?v. TR N PP o . »

Ve belleve af- assessment of the FAO proposal ig esre01ally
‘needed.in view of the-limited use of the AID-flnanced storage ,
facilities in- Senegal,. the. 11m1t d’.capabikity of ‘the’ ‘state” market—
ing agencies to manage such- fac 'tles”mand the view that storage

12




. Marketing Project, was initiated to improve the productivity and

A 1981 AID evaluation concluded that inSufficient attention had‘

capability is needed locally rather than nationally.f Because the
FAOC proposal has implications for other countries in the Sahel,
the assessment may raise questions regarding its practicality for
other countries and may call for a broader assessment of the

proposal and appropriate U.S. actions to help FAO modify the over-
all proposal.vf _

The Philippines

The AID $l2-million Integrated Agricultural Production and

income of small farmers. *Reduction of post-harvest losses is an
important component of the project.. Post-harvest problems known:
to seriously offset the productiv1ty and ‘income. of small farmers‘
-include @ . . : S ;

—-1nadequate drying and storage capac1ty for year-round pro-
duction,‘ ‘ :

--insufficient returns to small producers because they have
to 'sell produce to avoid losses caused by bad. weather and
.attacks by rodents, and :

~-phenomenal 1ncreases in rat populations in high crop- :
produc1ng areas.-

been devoted to solving these post-harvest problems which prOVidedv
the basic framework for prOJect approval.‘v

Indicators of prOJect success were to have 1ncluded

N *—reduc1ng food losses from harvest to. consumption from an
estimated 20 percent in 1976 to 10 percent in 1981;

~-making grain storage and process1ng fa01lities available
. to small farmers at reasonable costs, and-

-—developing technological packages for production,'process—
: ing, storage, domestic marketing or crop export which could
maximize small farmer earnings.

The first indicator would ‘have been 1mposs1ble to demonstrate
without a proven method to measure losses. The second indicator
was a worthy goal, but requires much more attention. Progress is
being: made-toward the: third: goal;=~but AID:- evaluations indicate |
that the project has. concentrated too much on export crops which
smaller farmers have trouble marketing.

AID assessments show that 1mplementing the overall prOjeCt

has been difficult dué tofbasi¢’complexities in coordinating
efforts of the AID mission, Kansas State Univers1ty, numerous
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-host=government agencies,- and Central Luzon State University...One

AID official-thought the project was:-too large to. be managed
effectively--believing that if it 'had been. 1mplemented as: several

prOJects, 1t mlght have been more: successful.

One goal 1n the 1ntegrated productlon and marketlng pr03ect
included construction of a food and feed grain processing center
at Central Luzon State Un1vers1ty to (1) make the university :
self-sufficient in food, (2) gain_ marketlng expertise by selling
the: supplles, and:(3) assist’ farmers in the projéct area: ‘by. pur-
chasing more of their produce. The center represented the . largest

- cost .item “in. the loan .component of: the project ($l.4 million), yet

years after project planning and 1mplementat10n began, the capa=

bildty: to. eff1c1ently ‘use :the plant's capacity is belng ques=;

tioned. Accordlng to the-1981 AID evaluation, it is questionable
whether adequate food is-available for processing and, if so,
whether markets - for the~processed food are readily avallable.

Because of questlons concernlng plant productlon capac1ty and
whether adequate :foods could be made available for process1ng, the
evaluation suggested that available information be used to "lend a
sense of realism" to the planned plant production. The study

| suggested that even with most optimistic estimates of farm produc-

tion and the most encouraging links: with farmers, needed produce
was not expected to be processed through the plant, - It was recom-
mended that a comprehensive and rigorous feasibility study be con-
ducted to answer guestions: about the plant. Many of these

" questions about: organlzatlon, management, and . funding have :
- remained unanswered since at least ‘1979 and should:have been

thoroughly addressed 1n the 1n1t1al prOJect proposal

Durlng our work in the Phlllpplnes, we visited Central Luzon
State University:and discussed with officials of the mission the
potential for eff1c1ently using the plant's capacity. Mission
officials believed that in time, the introduction of new process-

ing technodology- to the region could sufficiently generate 'a market

and serve its intended beneficiary--the small farmer. This
bellef, however, was. not supported by documentatlon or analvs1s.

Kansas State Un1vers1ty off1c1als sald that the center is

'de51gned to facilitate the research and training efforts of Cen-

tral Luzon State Un1vers1ty. It was. noted that the center is

‘'situated uniquely: in-that it can potentially serve both’ raln-fedh

rice: farmers and r1ce farmers relylng on 1rrlgatlon systems.

The overall o) , o ogect was to beneult smaﬂlw;~
farmers. 'Even though the Phlllpplnes has achieved bas1c self—"
sufficiency in rice, post-harvest problems still exist.
Technology to reduce losses is too expensive for smaller farmers

and the government pr1c1ng pollcy does not encourage conservatlon.~
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_ AID and the International Rice Research Instltute have -
develorped 1mproved rice threshing and drying equipment which can"
increase the net return on production by reducing.losses and
1mprov1ng quality, but this equipment has proven to beé: too expen-
sive for small farmers. Widespread use of this equipment on
~small farms requires either stronger farmer groups. or cooperatiVes
which can pool their resources. ‘Mission officials noted, ~however,
that cooperatlves represent very few. Ph111pp1ne ‘farmers.  .AID
efforts .to encoutrage cooperatlves and, thus, strengthen participa-
tion of the rural poor.in development were reviewed in-our 1980
report.,l/ These efforts’ have not been unlformly successful
because of many complex polltlcal, cultural, and economlc factors.

‘ Durlng our rev1éw, we ob rved that an FAO process1 gfand
storage project for: small farmers was de31gned to improve post-r
‘harvest technolog1es in rice" “threshing, drylng, storage, -ahd-
milling. ~The: progect is relatlvely small scale ($179,000) and
involves three subproject area sites. . Our visit to-one progect
site revealed basic deficiencies in. arrangements for small farmer
credit. The combined income generated from storage- fees and the
milling revenue was expected to pay for initial investment costs,
but because the farmers had used their land as collateral for a.
bank loan to finance a warehouse, they could not secure another
loan to begin the milling process. The: prOJect coord1nator was'’
aware of these problems, but seemed to view them asian 1nherent:
d1ff1culty associated in deallng with small farmers._

In our discussions w1th World Bank off1c1als, they charac-a
terized the Philippines situation as being very complex, maklng it
difficult to analyze and make policy decisions. - Based on'their
experlences, however, the folloW1ng factors should be con31dered.

-—Slgnlflcant losses of r1ce occur due to contlnuous
1neff1c1enc1es 1n dry1ng and proce551ng.j'¢‘, -

——The Government of Ph111pp1nes is caut1ous 1n 1ts approach
to the issue of .improving rice quallty because ‘such. efforts
could. encourage developlng a separate. agrlcultural produc-
tion zone for export—-a s1tuat10n not benef1c1al to small
farmers. L s : , i : 5 4

’3‘--Food d15tr1but1on the poorest people 1n the most remote
-areas is a very important policy issue. National: self—
suff1c1ency 1s nearing reallty, but many people do not have

‘ ke

l/"AID Must Cons1der Social Factors in Establlshlng Cooperatlves
in Developing Countries," (ID—80 -39, July 16, 1980.)
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decisions regarding this problem will largely determine the
Pank's future approach to agricultural and rural develop~ .
. ment a551stance.xl_

needs.ﬂlu
grain, £ {curren - imated t nge
cent, annually) "and the’ relatlonshlp between' poor r1ce qu 4
pricing policy, and other long-term objectives. “One" of ‘th _‘ey,
-projects underway and funded by the World‘Bank a"

rain for their source of water represent . some’ ‘of theé® poorest
'groups 1n the Phlllpplnes andmthat future a331stance to them

Based on AID'S exper1ence 1,m'thergprojé¢ts 3 o
success of the Philippines cooperative system, the challenge of
1mprov1ng the post-harvest. pos1t10n of small farmers in the more

" ill ‘not-be easily met. 'To meet thése post-ha
needs will" réquire ‘a well planned strategy_and contr'bﬂ_f
the mission, the Southeast Asia Cooperative Post—Harvest Research
and Development Program and the Philippines National Post-Harvest
Institute for. Research and Exten ion. . The challenge‘ f assuring
technologles are. affordable and suitable to the farme .would also
require considering the strength of cooperat1ve systems,’ avail-’
ablllty of credit, and,. as. dlscussed in Chapter. 3, government pric-
ing pollc1es which” affect the level of product ‘nﬁand the quallty
of food for marketing. - B

o The questlons concernlng the potentlal for eff1c1ently u51ng
the food processlng center at Central: Luzon qtate Unlver51ty are,
Stlll unresolved' o ; :
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Panama T h o | .

Sevéral country representat1ves to ‘the July 1981 Car1obean i
Post~HarVest Conference believed that efforts to improve post-
harvest systems should centér on small’ farmers, but' viewed thls ;
as a formldable task because of ‘the wide" economic and soc1al gap Ew
between ‘small farmers and: establlshed state agrlcultural systems. ‘
AID experlence in attemptlng to’ help Panama implerient a: ‘food
marketlng and” loss—reductlon progect may 1llustrate how formldable
the task really 1s.-»' g

‘The $9. 5-m11110n Gralns and Perlshables Marketlng System"~f o
pro;ect (whlch 1ncluded $6. 2 mllllon in AID f1nanc1no), has been - |
the focus ‘of an, AID attempt to - 1mplement a successful prOJect f
since 1975, A "major’ prOJect ov, ctlve was ‘to reduce by 1980,;
the loss of" perlshables in the phases ‘between farmers and c¢on-
sumers by 50’ percent. Most publlc graln fac111t1es contrlbuted to
large losses and waste, the prOJect goal was to reduce these -

"losses substantlally.,i‘

PrOJect completlon dates have been extended from December
1978 to June 1983 and have led to 1ncreased progect costs ($9.5-
10.5 mllllon) and a revised: progect plan, The revised plan re-
duced grain storage constructlon to one- half the planned capaclty‘
and eliminated" ‘many needed 1mprovements in handllng and storing
of perlshables.' The delays also resulted in continued extensive
grain and perishables losses in Panama, estimated by Kansas State
University to represent nearly $20° million ' as of 1980. According
to AID evaluations and other documents, these factors contributed
to progect 1mp1ementat10n problems.,’_~“,*“'”'”‘"*“ T

' =--Delays in providing technical assistance to the staté’ mar-
keting agency affected the agency capablllty to plan 1ts -
f1nanc1al pollcy. -

‘-—Inadequate host—country capablllty to contract and admlnl-.
'ster construction, coupled with 1nadequate AID mlss1on
_ support,‘control, and monltorlng. ' »

L-Fallures to negotlate construct1on contracts when, b1ds
exceeded" avallable fundlng by as much as .65 percent. '

We are not maklng any recommendatlons concernlng the Panama
project. However, we believe there are lessons to 'be learned from
the management of the prOJect along w1th ‘those in the Ph111pp1nes
and Senegal. Systematlc attention to: these lessons learned, as
well as-the positive- experlences expected from on.901ng+ ocumenta-‘-
tion services and other planned efforts, ‘can prov1de a8 better i
basis for attention to postqharvest problems.
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

Agency off1c1als generally agreeq w1th the thrust of our v
recommendations.’relating ‘to: Senegal and ‘the: Phi ipplnes, and they
acknowledged that'they have Jrese i

o 1

agrlcultural productlon and marketlng ; ofo)
the ent1re pr03ect as be;ng problem plagued

cost and'pdtentlaa pleoatlonh

O;f;01als in the Bureau forn501ence and “Te
‘that’ out® repor ”shbul.“focus§morefon overa‘“

-Agencx‘mOVe férward
that evaluat1on of theh?

_ The progects in Senegal, the Ph111pp1nes and Panama repre—
sented:major dollar: investments'i wrelatlon to’ 1dent1f1ed ‘AID
efforts to.impréve markéting’ systems dnd ‘reduce foéod losses. The
prOJects also represent examples ofﬁthe management problems ‘which

"jneed to prov1de ‘policy makers and Pl valugtive lessons”
learned and procedures for d01ng a better ]Ob in the post- harvest

area. Because of these problems and the complex1ty of the post-
harvest area, ds. further . 1ndlcated in: Chapter 4i+we believe the

Agency should conduct project impact evaluat1ons to ‘aid in its
post-harvest strategy formulation.
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CHAPTER i

S opeprn . S

i

,E'T oas AND é"m:

 I RECIPIENT-GOVFRNMFNT N1

'f}market;ng 1nst1tut10nslk
everely affected sorie, proj=
',factors con;:lbuted to:',

our: November 1975 report, 1/ dlscussed varlous governmental
pOllCleS and. 1nst1tutlonal factors,whlch hlndered developxng coun-
L f : Jof Ko .

rents and to prov1de<aeecnate’1nc,,;j@;,ﬁ '”h;s same need applles
to the post harvest sectcr.‘ i R

LIMITED CAPABILITY OF. COVEPNMFNT— ﬂn
CONTROLLED MARKETING AGENCIES

\ n;"The central problemran narketlng and 1nput

f'supply is. the,very ge;eral tendency to give :

. too .large a seét of’ respons;blg‘tles to publlc
sector, 1nst1tut19ns, and, too few to other e

Q_agencles——lnd1v1dual tradevs, private compan»a»w.

. ies, and farmers' coopera ives. "-="Accelerated .
Development in Sub~SaharanyAfr1ca," The WOrld
Bank. ‘ .

The dlfflcult and complex tasks requlred for successful prog-
ect implementation often exceed the financial and management -
capabilities of government marketlng agenc;es, ‘such-as those: :
responsible for. implementing AID: projects in.Senegal .and Panama. ‘-
A more realistic. appraisal and acceptance of ‘what. developlng-coun-
try agencies ‘can accomplish ‘is. required... . Greater emphasis on the
private sector has. been suggested as; an: alternatlve, ‘but practlcal
ways to do so in the economic and political envlronments of the
developlng countrles have not been deflned. :

Senegal has tradltlonally preferred rubllc graxn marketlng
institutions as an .alternative to private traders and has tried
to give marketing boards a virtval’ monoyoly on qrain trad;ng.wa

Success in the AID grain-storage. projec ende:

1/“Dlslncent1ves to Aqucultural Productlon 1n Developlng Coun-~¥3
trles," (ID-76-2;, Nov.-26, 1975 )




'
<

gquestionable capability of the Senegal national marketing board
which was 1n1t1ally selected to be in charge of purchas1ng,7ﬂ
_storing, managing, marketing, and: dlstrlbutlng food graln. S
Accordlng to the prOJect proposal- : T e

~."All of these (AID) programs and pro;ects almed at
cincreasing food graln productlon demonstrate thé need
~for a capacity on the part of Senegal sfgraln marketlng
g-]organlzatlon, ONCAD, to purchase, ‘storey,-manage and mar- *
. Ket such food gralns., In facty the success’ of the”
.. entire: effort is dependent on ONCAD s capablllty 1n th1s
_,respect. S o ~ ,

'ert, 1n the prOJect proposal,

'as also acknowl”‘ged that

',"* * *farmers 1n general are susp1c1ous of ONCAD when it

' ‘comes. tor graln., In addltlon, ‘farmers oftén seé’ ONCAD as -

Can villain. because of: alleged corrupt10nf'1neff1c1ency and’
its 'role as debt collector.» Regardless of the justifica-
‘tion for these preceptions, 'ONCAD * * *'has ' the ,otentlal

: capac1ty to effectively manage the proposed expanded

"graln reserve program.“-“~ EEREIE

A prOJect evaluatlon concluded that because of ma agement
weaknesses in the natlonal marketlng ‘board; the m1351on ‘should de-
obligate the remalnlng prOJect funds. The mission d1sagreed with
;thls recommendatlon 1n 1980 because 1t belleved‘that ‘a new govern-

ting’ market—

1ng board.‘~

Sy

: The Government of Senegal d1ssolved the market 'Eboard that

© . sdme yedar’ because of corruptlon and mlsmanagement and;transferred

.responsibilities for the graln storage program to ‘ahother .govern-
ment agency._ The government ‘is still inhibited, however, by
limited financial and nanagement capabllltles 1n carrying out its
basic¢ marketlng role.' ‘As.an example of Senegal's linited f1nanc1al
“capabllltles, the government hoped to buy 70, 000 to“ s of mlllet in
1981 but only ‘had_ the resources’ avallable for half that amount.
Limited’ management capablllty is. thought to be’ yet contrlbutlng to
‘s1gn1f1cant 1osses of food stored in government fac111t1es. )

Our review suggests that changlng government pollc1es may
result in some, shlft -away from the use of- national storage facili-
tles., ‘Since. the grain. storage prOJect began, Senegal has taken
steps to decentrallze the’ economy, reduce sub51d1es on agr1~
cultural products, and generally )
rwprlvate secto"role in developmen. 5 : g aken
as partiof an ¢ £ . 7Senegal adopted under
pressure from the World Pank the Internatlonal Monetary Fund, and
other major lenders, to reverse econonic decllne.; The implica-
tions of such a trend suggest that food self ~sufficiency programs
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“réflect a more w1desprea rnm upport. of
fdonor assistance. Previous ‘GAO reviews of other AID development
and technical assistance prOJects indicated delays and reduced

will have to glve greater con51derat10n to optlons for 1mprov1ng
storage capabllltles at the local and farm levels.< :

The Gralns and Perlshables Marketlng System Project in Panama
also: relled heavily on the national marketing agency for project
management, .This includéd management. responsibility to construct
grains 'and perishables  storage facilities, purchase equipment, and
administer an agriculture: marketing system.: According to AID
project evaluatlons, the marketing agency -encountered management
problems which caused numerous project delays and increased
project costs. Equipment purchases and facilities construction
were not belng carried out according to the project schedule, and
agency personnel were not’ sufflclently tralned.

In most Carlbbean countrles, government agenc1es are exten-
51ve1y 1nvolved in marketlng. Participants in the July-1981 Con-
sultative Meetlng on Post-Harvest Losses generally agreed that
these marketlng agencies have not been very effective or effi-
cient. . Several participants believed that assistance to the
private sector might be an alternative to. publlc-sector involve-
ment; however, it was generally conceded that little is known
about the. practlcal options to. promote private . trade through the
trad1t10na1 ass1stance process. : L : ,

: For developlng countries in general,_a 1981 World Bank analy-

‘sis suggests that (1) publlc-sector marketing agencies have: per—

formed poorly, especially in handling perishable commodltles,

(2) increasing the efficiency of state marketing agencies has
proven to be extremely difficult, .if not impossible; and (3) gov-
ernment intervention and subsidization of marketing costs, includ-
ing. storage, ‘has " reduced the role of private activity which is
‘traditionally more eff1c1ent in dlstrlbutlng food.

AID is ‘now pursuing a new pollcy that recognlzes and. encour-

\dages the opportunltles for greater development assistance through

the prlvate sector. Accordlng to recent testimony, AID plans to
be more active in assessing various problems which affect project
success including host-country . p011c1es., AID officials believe
that private-sector development could concentrate on specific
aspects of agrlcultural .development, such as proces51ng and mar-
keting. ‘An example given was a $6-million loan in Central America

to’ f1nance several agrlbu51ness projects.

We believe the problems noted 1n thlS rev1ew concernlng the
limited performance of d¢ eloplng—” ;

impact because host governments falled to provide adequate proj-

" ect support. (See app. I.)
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PRICING POLICIES PROVIDE ..
INADFQUATE INCENTIVFS‘

Our rev1ew suggests ‘that | government pr1c1ng pollc1es affect
- the productlon and post-production, (storage, distribution, and
marketing) systems almost. s1multaneously in terms of . h1nder1ng ‘
developing-country. efforts to attain food self suff1c1ency., In i
Senegal ‘the government . would like to. stlmulate ‘production- throug :
pricing policies, but has: been: confronted by contradlctory supply v
and demand. factors. . For example, greater demand for mlllet din.
urban areas :is. encouraged by low prices, yet. hlgher prlces are g
needed.:to stlmulate rural -production and encourage better conser-zy
vation practices.: We e were also told that the Government has sub-“;
sidized the consumer price of 1mported rice, 1nclud1ng food
assistance programs, and that this has been a deterrent to
1ncreased ;production and consumption.of: locally produced.grain.
Serious:questions were raised as to whether Senegal had the finan- -
cial, capablllty to buy -the. graln targeted for purchase under its
national grain program.v World Bank officials. belleved that the
government grain pricing pol1cy is’ inadequate to encourage
prlvate sector partlclpatlon in. the. natlonal storage program.r

In the Panama prOJect, government pr1c1ng pollc1es were also '
expected to play a key role in setting. productlon supports- and
subsidies. Because of the numerous construct1on and procurement
delays in 1mplementat10n, it is difficult to comment on the
relationship. between pricing policies and. progect objectives. - A
March 1981 audit- of the project: noted that long-term storage
capac1ty was necessary for the government to. stabilize market
prices. ' The evaluation also noted that the state marketlng agency
had not. fully 1mplemented a.grain.cost accounting: system—-ﬂv
considered essentlal to plans for settlnq prlces.rj o

In the Phlllpplnes, pr1c1ng pollcy 1s be1ng cons1dered a fac-
tor in improving post-harvest sector: performance, espec1ally in
improving food quallty.; Pr1c1ng pollcy is being addressed in a
$300,000 study which is a component of $20 million in World Bank
loans to improve storage and’ processing. - The Southeast Asia Coop-
erative Post-Harvest Research and Development Program has also
supported dlscu551ons among participating countries about the
impact of price pollc1es on losses .and. on adoptlng cost—reduc1ng/
ouallty-lmprov1ng technolog1es. Both the reglonal program and
FAC are addressing the benefits .of 1mproved rice grading systems
on farms so that the rewards for better qguality are equitably
reverted back to the primary producers. The. Government of the
Phll1pp1nes National Post-Harvest Institute for Research and
‘Extension -is-also- expected to- cons1der pr1c1ng pOllCleS add. ost
harvest - performance. o

Accordlno to an AID evaluat1on of small scale 1rrlgatlon
projects, one of the major difficulties for many farmers in the
Philippines is - thelr 1nab111ty to. sell. the1r product at a price
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that covers the cost of production, earns them a’ proflt, or pro-”
vides sufficient income to cover their debts. The. ‘governmental’

- institution- for buying and selling rice offers the highest fixed
prlce in the country.- Even though most farmers think this amount,
is too low, they are forced to sell their product at even lower .
prices to’'private traders becalise. tbey are unakble to meet the
technical standards of- the ‘'government. * Palay (unhusked rice)
must be 95 percent ‘pure’ and have a moisture content of no more"
than' 14 percent. 'In most parts of the" Phlllpplnes, mechanical
threshersg ‘and driers; ‘which farmers cannot afford, aréneeded to:
meet these 'standards, which are gesred to qualify rice for export-
or ‘elite internal ‘consumption. The standards are necessary ‘for
internaticnal marketlng and- competltlon, but 11m1t the farmers'f'
_ablllty to ralse thelr 1ncome.‘j : : o

The: adverse effect of developlng country pollc1es and 1nst1-“"

tutions’ has recelved increased attention“in- recent years, ~AID
and other donor agencies are acknowledglng ‘the- need to deal w1th
such 1mped1ments to 1ncreased food avallablllty. . o

The' WOrld Bank report,‘"Accelerated Development in Sub-’
Saharan Africa," extensively discusses the deterrent effects of
various government policies:and the inherent problems in maklng
reforms; yet it concluded that pollcy changes are needed. The
report stated:

"Whlle there is not much dlsagreement w1th the general
propositions that higher producer prices would stimulate
' production” and-sales; or-that marketing" systems should
become more efficient, pushing beyond these propositions
is not easy because the problems:are complex and involve
broad aspects of development strategy.' For- example, the
approprlate level of producer prices, the relatlonshlp
. between pr1ces of "export crops and food crops, and:
‘between prices of individual crops in each category are-
all a function of a government's development goals and -
‘social ‘policy objectives. = Nonetheless pollgy changes
are needed* Kok m (GAO emphas1s added )»“f -

An IDB assessment of- the Lat1n Amerlcan food and agriculture
situation:similarly stated that the combination of physical, tech-

nological, and institutional barriers to more rapid aqucultural
development--production and post-productlon——requ1re that more
attention be given to national agriculturé and developnent poll-
cies which prov1de adequate productlon 1ncent1ves. '

CONCLUSION

Developing- country policies and institutions often adversely
affect efforts to improve post-harvest: systems, both in terms of
efforts to develop agricultural systems beyond subsistence level
farming and in terms. of "second generation" problems associated
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with production increases. AID and other donor organizations
appear to be giving more recognition to such constraints and
acknowledge the need to deal with them.

This renewed emphasis is consistent with our 1975 recommenda-
tions that AID and other donors work to modify developing country
policies and institutions which are deterrents to expanded farm
output and to assist such countries in taking effective action to
provide adequate incentives. 1/ We believe much more needs to be
done in harmony with those recommendatlons, however, because of
the continued existence of recipient-government policies and . insti-
tutions which either impede or fail to prov1de adequate‘;ncentlves
for both productlon and conservationg: ;
donors are acknowledglng the adverseé

' country pollc1es, it is not clear ho
formulated -in the face of such p011c1v
to modlfy them.

1l/"Disincentives to Agrlcultural Production in Developing Coun-
tries," (ID-7€-2, Nov. 26, 1975.)

25

s s s auan




RICE BEING SUN DRIED ON PHILIPPINE ROAD SIDE NUEVA ECIJA PROVINCE. SEPTEM-
BER 1981. (PHOTO BY GAO STAFF)
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CHAPTER 4

FOOD CONqFRVATION EFFORTS CAN BE ENHANCED

THROUGH AID POLICY AND MANAGFMENT CHANGES

*Development efforts are almed too much at
food production and too little at food con= .
‘servation and distribution. -

oo —-Trog;cal Products Instltute offlc1als.

‘Lack of effectlve market 1ntegrat10n leads tOWWw‘
'“é inhcreasing: post +harvest ‘losses and to .., . ' -
: . decreasing productlon pOSSIbllltleS. ’
uy_"ﬁn:@--IDB off1c1als. F i

N *-;

POLICIES. SHOULD"EMPHASIZE CONSERVATION‘_‘_-«::.-,:?“g

TO. COMPLEMENT FOOD PRODUCTION

The management d1ff1cult1es 1dent1f1ed 1n the AID p"fjects
we reviewed are not- necessar1ly unique to the post-production sec-
tor. They: represent many of the bas1c functlons of prOJect = ‘
management Ain terms of Lo IET TR I

A——plannlng prOJects based on sound economlc ana1y51s, valld
‘assumptions of host-country support and knowledge of the
types of technologies that are approprlate in glven s1tua—
tions, and _ o L

+ ==implementing and- monltorlng pronects to assure that goals
. and: objectlves remain valld 1n relatlon to changlng ‘condi-
tlons. » : : : : S
Better prOJect management in these areas can prov1de a sounder
basis for helping: developlng countr1es deal w1th spec1f1c post—

‘harvest problems.

We believe that the AID Administrator‘should address the

recommendatlon we nade in our 1976 report. l/ Our recommendatlon

Stated : - ‘ SR e el LT e .»l,z o

B e TR S R RIS BY Bt AT A

———— s et e e e o e, i e e . .

l/"Hungry Natlons Need To Peduce Food Losses Caused By Storage,
Spillage, And Sp01lage,' (ID-76-65;, Nov. 1 r1976.)
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m*x % * that the Administrator, ‘21D, emphasize better
facilities, practices, and self-help measures for pre-
serving and: dlstrlbutlng the food (1) already being '
: produced ‘ahd. - (2) ant1c1pated to be produced. ~Such -
cons1deratlons should be part of the programlng docu—v
v»mentatlon SRR .
.Implement1ng our recommendatlon through the overseas missions
might have alleviated congressional concern about. the- low priority
AID assigned post~harvest food - logges ‘which “led to.enacting sec-

tion 317 of the Internatlonal Securlty ‘and Development Cooperation

Act of 1980: “If more funds are ‘tobe: effectively used for post-
harvest food-loss efforts, as: -éncouraged by - section-.317, then
increased emphas1s ‘on-a complementary ‘approach '‘to agricutural
assistance is ‘needed ‘as ‘well as ‘more spe01f1c cr1ter1a to de51gn
nd1v1dual prOJects and assure the greatest 1mpact.

One reason that food conservat1on has not been glven a hlgher

priority, is the ‘traditional agr1cultural policy-emphasis on in-
creased food productlon. - The missions use this policy &s a guide
in preparing country: strateg1es whlch, 1n turn, are. used 1n formu-
lating spec1f1c pro;ects.‘ :

In view of ‘the 1ncreas1ng ev1dence ‘that 1neff1c1ent post—
harvest systems are becoming a domlnant problem“ 11m1t1ng ‘the
capability of many agricultural systems to dlstrlbute ‘and market
food at low costs:; ‘some AID officials now advocate a- betterw
balance among: ‘improved ‘food productivity, conservation, and:
marketing. ' Othér organizations share this view, encouraglng
~agriculture development’ through. ‘better productlon, process1ng,;
marketing, dlstrlbutlon, and agribusiness development. It is
believed that the most: effectlve development can occur by 1mprov—
ing- the entlre food system.,' . : R o

The cost 1ssue

‘Perhaps the.greatest ‘obstacle to better food: production and
conservation is:thé AID policy requiring that food conservation
efforts must demonstrate they would be more efficient than further
production efforts, AID officials said that in 1976 we did not
adeguately consider the cost of reduc1ng food losses relative to -
the cost of produ01ng ‘additional food.  This concern was sub- :
sequently reflected in the 1978 AID agr1cultural pollcy statement.

The pollcy states that

-"dlrect efforts to 1mprove the eff1c1ency of food :
d1str1but1on systems, 1nc1ud1ng reduc1ng post- harvest .
losses, may. also be required in some situations, but
the expected returns from add1tlonal ‘expenditures for
~this purpose. must be. welghed carefully against the
potential- returns from addltlonal expendltures for
acceleratlng food productlon.
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This policylappeérs’tb énbourégéucoﬁpétition?betwéenAfundihg for.
production and for conservation and is interpreted this way by some
officials. Because of the“difficu&tiesrin:dpcumentingvandwcompar—

ing cost effectiveness of production and of coriservation,. this
policy inhibits greater COnSideratibnjijfQOG-ldss_reductianpfoj_
ects. ‘ o iR g

ERE Wé:sudeftﬂaﬁpbliéyvthé£7éﬁcquraqgsfproviddng,food‘iﬁwthenmm
most economical way, but»wenhavelnotqidentifiedfa;practical‘waY“to

- make such.-a determination..  Necessary information is scarce or. hon-

existent and agricultural systems and needs for assistance vary; .

'significantly:bY1region;,country;uand even: within countries. . . -
~.Other organizations. question.whether basing policy direction pri-

marily on a cost-benefit basis is practical .or in the best . . .

interests of the developing countries,~as;shOanin.the:followingx
observations.. S : , . ‘

- .i==The National Academy of Sciences concluded in: 1978 that - -

. substantial refinement of knowledge about economic cost- .

.+ benefit factors in-post<harvest loss reduction is needed..

< Meanwhile, plans for food conservation should be supported

... by knowledge of the effects of social and cultural change:

-based on~the,introductionJof:new,technologieSQ:“Concerning
cost-effectiveness analysis, the Academy believed it can be

a useful tool only if good information is available.

—--World Bank officials havchoncludednthatftheJcriteriaafor;
measuring benefits in terms of reducing losses has varied
. -substantially:.among its-.individual projects. .One:analysis
of investment issues for improving food marketing systems
concluded that alternate investment decisions are very
difficult under conditions of poor data and distorted price
structures in developing countries. . . P

--The Southeast Asia Cooperative Post-Harvest Research and
‘Development Program analysis of post-production grain sys-
tems in Thailand, Malaysia, the Philippines, Indonesia, and
Singapore has indicated that the economic viability and

. .social acceptability of technological improvements, such as

- small threshers, dryers and mills, may be impossible to
document. Complicating factors.include the sometimes con-
flicting donor objectives of increasing labor productivity
through mechanization versus the need to increase manual
employment and assure more equitable distribution of

_income. ... . G

e ¥ - e
e R A e SRR T A E i eay e Sy DT g e
We also noted that methods for measuring losses need to be

substantially improved. before cost-benefit analysis is a legiti-
mate AID policy criteria. The grain loss assessment manual,. pre-
pared by AID .in consultation with other organizations including
FAQ. and. the .Tropical . Products Institute, was a step toward develop-
ing a standard method for measuring grain losses. However, both
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FAO and the Institute have experienced substantlal d1ff1cult1es 1n

applylng thls methodology to actual graln-loss progects. SRR

GUIDANCE SHOULD BE PROVIDED THE MIQSIONS
ON PLANNING, EqIGNING AND EVALUATING T
- FOOD- LOSS REDUCTION PROJECTS ' s

Aside from the 1978 agrlcultural pollcy statement wh1ch
essentlally stresses storage programs.as the basic technology for
reducing losses, the missions have «not: ‘been provided policy .=
guidance to design '‘and: carry out post-harvest loss=reduction prOj—

ects.' -Guidance' to the: missions should: be.- directed’ toward ‘a more
systematlc consideration .of food’ productlon ‘and post-harvest -
assistance requlrements. ~This ‘ig/important because of ‘the’ 11m1ted
attention ‘given to post-harvest problems and the’ complex&tles of
applylng post harvest technolog1es.»«?ﬁA: ST L e

Guidance to the missions should include an updated deflnltlon.

of the type of programs; - projects, and-technologies AID- considers
1mportant in directing its- future post-harvest efforts, including-
a clarification of ‘the type of: ‘technologies: belleved to:be most
suitable for as51st1ng the small ‘farmer.. -This would prov1de a
better: ba51s for overall-mission’ plannlng and assist in designing

specific pro;ects whlch have goals more subject to ver1f1cat1on of

their 1mpact.,x>:
We noted that FAO has establ1shed spec1flc cr1ter1a 1n 1ts
program whlch states that pro;ects should A :

‘ —-have a hlgh prlorlty 1n a country s food loss reduct1on
program, PR P ‘ : _ RN .

‘——be g1ven prlorlty in: the less developed, most serlously
affected food=-priority- countrles,‘ $ e

-=-be completed 1n 1 and 1/2 to 2 years,

b--1nvolve only s1mple des1gns and technologles,

——be capable of expans1on to attract further 1nvestments, and
——1nclude assessment measures.s.ﬂfi[7““

The program coordlnator bel1eved it is too early to summarize

the results of the program because of the limited number of com-~

-pleted projects. . Based on the:experience. to. datey, . however,. he.

believes that (1) post-harvest loss! reduction should be: 1ntegrated7f

with production-oriented programs -in, an overall” development
strategy,1w1th the ‘appropriate’ balance ot emphas1s determined on "
a‘country-by-country basis; (2) prOJects in the Sahel have been,
delayed by numerous problems with' construction contracts, and .
(3) loss assessment has proven more d1ff1cult than f1rst assumed
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and FAO is still searchlng for s1mple assessment technlques whlch
are effectlve 1n the fleld.l" _

The problem in determlnlng losses and prOJect effectlveness
is critical to the FAO program,_because the prlorltles for loss
reductlon or: other agrlcultural ‘development programs have not been
establlshed._ The’ program’ coordinator cautioned that the loss-
assessment problem may never be resolved ‘satisfactorily through
statlstlcally valid. measurements. However,. he also believed that
successful’ appllcat1on of technologles can be demonstratedpln
terms of acceptance by the users,_who generally base such
decisions’ on ‘a’combinatiodn of econémic  and social beneflts.

L5 We belleve,AID_should develop guldellnes for 1ts overseas -
m1s51ons 1n plan

Based on. their many years of work1ng together, the cooperative
agreement’ between AID and the Un1ver51ty contains technical
assistance guidelines which mlght be a useful model in. preparing
s1m11ar guidelines for the missions. Th1s guldance might be the
key to- successful ‘assistance prOJects in the long term and a sound
basis for glv1ng loss- reductlon a higher prlorlty as the Congress
has encouraged. Activities’ mlght then be better focused to better
help the small farmers.

We were told that no impact evaluations of post-harvest . loss~

reduction activities had been made. . Both the House Appropriations
and Forelgn Affairs Comm1ttees have encouraged AID to expand-its

1mpact evaluatlons to- 1mprove ‘their: programs.' Because of: limited -
progect success and inherent ~complexities in'reducing’ food losses,

we espec1ally encourage such’evaluations and believe they are
essential to developing a pollcy and management plan to assist
developlng countrles.;;tu , , , ,

Reallstlc‘prolect goals needed

We noted in the’ prOJects we rev1ewed that the potentlal bene-
fits were overstated. We also noted that there was no practical
way to measure- progress. “This observation is common to ‘projects
included 'in other ‘GAO * rev1ews. AID programlng should concentrate
on well-designed projects which-can be verified.

The- goal ‘of reduc1ng storage losses'in Senegal from 30 to
5 percent appears to ‘be highly ‘optimistic and, :in the absénce of
necessary information, could not be verified. For the Senegal

project, the project manager and. a technician concurred .that the = .
~extent of loss reduction would -be very difficult to determine. and. .. -

they questloned the validity of the loss rates Wthh were used as
partlal just1f1cat10n for the prOJect. S

Peduc1ng food losses in the Ph1l1pp1nes by 10 percent would
have. been d1ff1cult to demonstrate without. a proven method to
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measure the loss of graln from’ producers to consumers.v In addl—"“
tion, the goals of the $l.4-million processing center were over~
stated in terms of economlcal use of the fa0111ty.fﬁ ,

‘ qeveral ‘of our reports have commented on the overly optlmls-
tic goals of prOJect des1gns and the practlcal difficulties in
evaluatlng progress. Our October 1981 report,‘l/ stated- '

"We 1dent1f1ed prOJects at six m1ss1ons wh1ch appear to
have been poorly planned and designed, result1ng in-
overly opt1m1st1c prOJect beneflts and progect comple-”
tion dates.,"

Oour July 1980 report, 2/ expressed the follow1ng conclu51ons wh1ch
would apply to the post harvest 1oss reductlon prOJects we rev1ewed.

"Efforts should be made to establlsh prOJect goals wh1chl
reallstlcally can be achleved S . B

* ok ok Exaggeratlng the number of beneficiaries (ot other
results)- undermlnes the real costs and actions ‘neéded to
"help them and tends to overstate the reulsts that may be
" be obtained with the ass1stance. :

RECOMMENDATIONS o

As recommended in our. 1976 report, AID should empha51ze ‘
better facilities,- practlces, and self- help measures for preserv-"
ing. and d1str1but1ng food. We recommend ‘that the Admlnlstrator,‘
AID, as an 1ntegral part of 1ts agrlcultural a551stance program,

--change the Agency s agr1cultural ass1stance policy to ‘ ,
recognize food production and food conservation as comple-
menting rather than competing functions and articulate
production policy in such a way as not to inhibit con-
s1derat10n of food conservat;on measures; »

-—requlre the m1ss1ons to address post -harvest problems in
their development strategles or, if more appropriate, in
their agricultural sector assessments, and. .

--develop guidelines for the overseas missions to design
loss~- reduct1on prOJects and set goals wh1ch can be veri-

fled. SRR

l/"AID and Un1vers1t1es Have Yet to Forge an Fffectlve Partner— ‘
ship to Combat World Food Problems," (ID-82-3, Oct. 1€, 1981 )

2/"AID Must Cons1der Social’ Factors in Establlshlng Cooperatlves
in Developlng Countries," (ID-80-39, July 16, 1980.)
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AGENCY CCNMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

AID off1c1als agreed that the varlous AID bureauQ .and the
missions need to cooperate more fully in terms of ‘project
guidance,. design, and evaluatlon.u It was agreed that specific
guidance for the m1s51ons ‘in des1gn1ng ‘loss- reduction projects may
be needed because llttle attentlon has .been glven by AID manage—'f;
ment ‘to the regu1rements for post harvest a381stance, and it is a .
complex area for designing ‘and carrylng out effective progects.

Off1c1als in the Bureau for ‘science and Technology pelieved
that the benefits of loss reduction will be easier to document and
demonstrate based on the results of the planned prOJect,’"Farm
Level Postharvest Grain Losses." This progect envisions more
‘accurate measurements of grain losses ‘and 1dent1f1cat10n ‘of’ where
they occur in .the food chain. The project should be benef1c1al in
improving the des1gn of pro;ects at the farm level.w,“;_wy

We believe the Bureau should be cautlous in focu51ng primary
attention to valldatlng loss-measurement methodologies. Loss.
measurement, at least in terms of geénerally reliable 1nd1cators of
problem’ areas, is 1mportant. Other considerations. 1nclude appll-‘f
cation of food-conservatlon technologles to’ satlsfy a comblnatlon
of economlc,:soc1al, and’ cultural requ1rements.l Bureau off1c1als B
stressed the need to’ transfer ex1st1ng technologles and adapt them;
to conditions in developing’ ‘countries. This appears to be an ‘
approprlate emphas1s for changes in agrlcultural pollcy and
related guldance to the mlss1ons._' : 4 :

‘Tt was noted that AID is cons1der1ng pollcy gu1de11nes for ,
post ~harvest conservation programs. In the course of our review,
we were aware that a preliminary policy outline had been prepared,
but found little progress has been made beyond that stage., We
believe agrlcultural pollcy should recogn1ze food productlon and
conservatlon as complementary functlons. This is essential to
giving post- harvest development greater attentlon and to prov1d1ng
a more systematlc con31derat10n of food productlon and post-produc-
t1on needs 1n developlng countr1es. o :
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CHAPTER 5

ettt . e . it e

NEED FOR A COPERENT RESEARCH POLICY AND

"IMP§OVFD MANAGFMENT'OF'FESEAFCH ACTIVITIES

L Our rev1ew of AID research to 1mprove post—harvest tech-
nologles d1sclosed the sameé kinds of problems highlighted in our
February 3, l982, letter. Some of the. same problems, which also
cont1nue 1n post harvest research, relate to a ‘need to '

;.wtfdeﬁlne;,;dent;fy,*and.class1ﬁy‘research,
HF—-develop a'research‘strategy;r;r‘“

——glve greater attentlon to research relevance, quallty, and

-éidentify’technologies"or'méthodsialready available which =
can be used or readily. adaptéd to developing-country needs.

Because research has not been 1dent1f1ed and class1f1ed AID
does not know how much it spends on post-harvest research, and—-”
in the absence of an. effectlve research strategy or plan——lt has
not. establlshed the parameters for such research. Without this
information,. it is. not apparent how AID. can plan. and give. long—
term dlrectlon to its post harvest research.. : o .

AID's 1982 Congress1onal Presentatlon stated that major
efforts to support the U.N. goal to reduce post-harvest food losses
includes research at Kansas State University. However, AID does
not know the" extent to wh1ch post —harvest food loss research is:

conducted.

_ The unlver51ty and AID have had a cooperatlve relatlonshlp
since 1967; the’ September 1980 cooperatlve agreement extends the
partnersh1p for 5 years at a potent1al cost of $5.6 mllllon. The
primary purpose: of the agreement is to prov1de ‘technical assist-'
ance and tra1n1ng. ‘The agreement does not spec1fy how much
research is to be done. We noted that the project paper prepara—
tory to the cooperative agreement provided that the university
would submit an annual research plan for AID approval. The proj-
ect officer said that the purpose of the plan was to help estab-
lish research priorities and to provide direct AID approval for
research-related disbursements, However, the requirement for the
annual plan was not included in the cooperative agreement, and the

unlvers1ty has not.prepared e e rv e, & S e

It appears that preparatlon and aprroval of a plan, as
anticipated in the project parer, should help to alleviate and
resolve differences regarding plenned activities. For example,

34




hi'and. he’ AID prOJect offlcér gave us hlS per-
'fled act1v1t1es. Hls observatlons demon—ﬁu

1. Mllled Rlce Losses in Slmulated Bag_Storage.-wThis'”'

research mlght be more approprlately conducted 1n developlng

w4, Food Graln Securlty. AID post-harvest objectlves have
not been defined in terms of food-security objectlves. -

Kansas State Un1vers1ty off1c1als said that these spec1flc
research act1v1t1es were conducted for a variety of’ reasons,
j ‘ed‘to strengthen the’ capab111ty of Un1vers1ty
_ ‘he:ant1c1p dtechnical assistance ‘requests of
AID' m1§s1ons, and in’the case-of the fourth’ example, “to satisfy
‘the reqguest of another AID bureau. The apparent lack of under-
standlng between the AID programing bureau and the Unlver51ty,
concerning ‘the ‘merits 'of &uch research act1v1tres under the Coop-

erative Agreement, further suggests the need for a’ research plan ~

agreed to by both partles.‘

In late 1980 AID entered into a $2 2~m11110n agreement with

the University of" Tdaho: for  a ‘5~year program to reduce perishables

losses. Although the agreement specifies that the Unlver31ty will
do adaptlve research i(as’ in the Kansas agreément), it neither
requires that the ‘university submit a research plan to AID for

- approval hor spec1f1es how much research 1s ‘to! be. done.~u~aa

‘ In contrast to the emphas1s glven to small farmers in the
Kansas State cooperative agreement and the apparent dlsagreement
among some officials on the proper extent of that emphasis, the
agreement with Idaho hardly mentions small farmers. If_research
through Kansas State and the University of Idaho is expected to be
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an important part of AID efforts to reduce losses, as 1t has 1nd1-
cated, we believe that the cooperatlve agreements should be"
amended to provide for AID approval of an annual research plan
that establlshes fundlng prlorltles .and parameters. v

Regardlng the need for and proper focus for research act1v1--
ties, many. donors have suggested that. prlmary empha51s should be
given to. us1ng To¥al adapt1ng existing 1nformat10n and technolog1es.)
According to. FAO, many. countries believe that qulte a lot of use-
ful technology is. already avallable and, w1th small 1mprovements,f
can be useful. . FAO states that 1ntroduc1ng new and relatlvely “
v cated technology 1nto a. large number of countries would .
" not be practlcal._ FAQO. representatlves in Senegal empha81ze that

most projects are e1ther based upon.known technologies or . 1nvolve.'
- adaptive research to determlne the most approprlate, avallable o
technolog1es.‘ S . ERTE - . .

Other donors ‘in. Senegal also cons1der research 1n new: tech—”‘
nologies to be less important than applylng known technolcgles. i
The French Cooperative Mission. pos1t1on is that known technologies
are avallable, but have yet to be intro uced 1nto villages and farms
where the greatest needs exist. . The"Pﬂ ,ram Off1cer at the - :
Canadian International Development Research Center, a major pro-‘
ponent. of post- -harvest research in Senegal,ﬁexplalned that their
mission is to: apply ex1st1ng technologles yhen possible,. con51der-
1ng avallable resources and circumstances of the country ) e

g

RECOMMENDATIONS g

Wevrecommend.thatuthe Administrator,.AID,»

\M/ --develop a post harvest research strategy, 1nclud1ng prlorlv
- .ties and planned. act1v1t1es and anh appropriate emphasis.oh
h;;ldentlflcatlon and use, or adaptatloh, of ex1st1ng technolo—
o gles, o . " . . ‘ ‘

We further recommend that,‘w1th1n the unlver51ty cooperat1ve
agreements, that the Adm1n1strator‘ ‘ L ,
--clearly establish the focus of AID—f1nanced research,

'——prov1de for an, annual research plan for AID approval, R

' —festabl1sh the:amount oﬁwresearch,that mayAbe:done, -

|

i

! 8 : PR R B
| , ‘ --conflrm that on~901ng research ls in harmony w1th AID S
| . .desired pollcy focus. = v

|
|
i
|
i

36

G & e 1 ) S e N 3 L2 e V*“j_““ﬁ‘“'"—"




AGENCY . COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

In general AID off1c1als be11eved that our report focused
too: strongly on” the research area in: relatlon +to other post=" r
‘harvest: ‘food: conservatlon requlrements. Although ‘Agency offi~- L
cials’ belleved that food’ conservation research is 1mportant, they
believed: that’a more ‘impottant heed is to transfer existing tech-
nologies and adapt them to the conditions in developing countries
as. opposed to sponsorlng greatly 1ncreased research efforts.

In th1s report, we ‘h ve ra1sed questlons only concernlng the
management of: post harvest ‘research activities--our views con-
cerning*fundlng ‘levels ‘are 11m1ted to the need for clearly iden-
tified research’ act1V1t1es.““AID s belief- that an:important need
is to: tra sfer or. adapt existing: technologles 1s in harmony w1th
expressions 6f-othert donors regardlng research’ focus.f We are- ,
recommending that AID's research strategy approprlately emphas1ze‘
the 1dent1f1catlon and use, or- adaptatlon,‘of ex1st1ng technologles,

i i

i

In terms of the cooperatlve agreements w1th Kansas State
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that” an annu” - an-in- the agreements would 1mprove con-
trol over the%dlsburseme ts ‘and ‘use of" agreement funds.' It was
also noted that cooperatlve agreements are being'used more fre-
quently with ‘other . organlzatlons. We believe such agreements also
should, where appropridte;"” 1nclude research plans for AID approval
of dlsbursements.

Kansas State Unlver51ty off1c1als supported our general
recommendations concerning the need for a post-harvest research
strategy and more specific guidance and criteria for university
agreements. They believed that a research strategy would assist
in identifying the AID funding needed to finance spec1f1c proj-
ects. They also noted that the Cooperative Agreement prior to
1980 and the present agreement have been prlmarlly aimed at pro-
viding technical assistance and training in developing countries.
Research has been used primarily to strengthen the technical :
capabilities of the university. It was estimated that 10 percent
of current agreement funds are used for research.
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APPENDIX I P . APPENDIX I
: . ! 5 e

Recent GAO Reports: Commenting:. on
Host Government Prolect Support

!
i
--0ur October l6, 1981, report, "AID and Unlvers1t1es have yet f
to Forge an Effective. Partnership to. Combat World Food - . - 3
Problems,“ 1dent1f1ed inadequate. host-country support in the : =
- Philippines: and: Lesotho, contrlbutlng to pro;ect delays and Z
lank of impact. . o .. R I }

--OUr July 16, 1980, report, "AID Must Cons1der Soc1a1 Factors
in Establishing Cooperatives. in. Developlng Countries,". 1den-
tified. 1nadequate host-country support in Liberia, .. R .
Paraguay,;and the. Ph111pp1nes.y In some instances, agenc1es ' o
.organizing: cooperatlves and;. prov1d1ng tralnlnq did .not have
the essential. person .and. transportatlon, host-country
personnel had been unava1lab1e to work. . with AID technl—‘
c1ans-,and in one. 1nstance, the government had not.-
adequately 1ntervened on behalf of the farmers..

--Our March: 29, 1979, .report,. "U. S. Development As31stance -

. to. the Sahel——Progress and Problems," concluded. ‘that host-:
country governments: had dlfflculty plac1ng adequate atten~
tion on all external assistance. efforts and in. .administer= .

.ilng- thelr own 1nternal act1v1t1es.; ThlS rec1p1ent~country

_ problem, in. turn, placed a heavier:management -load on AID
missions and contributed to dellvery delays of u, S. tech—'
nology to the Sahel people. ‘ , G

(471978) | - R T o
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